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VETERANS’ INSTITUTIONAL ON-FARM TRAINING 





FRIDAY, JULY 15, 1955 


Unitep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON LABOR AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 11 a. m., in room 
P-63, Capitol Building, Hon. Herbert H. Lehman, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Lehman, Hill, Goldwater, and Bender. 

Also present: Stewart E. McClure, staff director, Roy E. James, 
minority staff director, John S. Forsythe, professional staff, Michael 
J. Bernstein, professional staff, and Grover C. Smith, chief clerk. 

Senator Lenman. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee has before it for consideration this morning S. 
2081, a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 
1952, introduced by Senator Hill. 

(S. 2081 and departmental reports follow:) 


{S. 2081, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and train- 
ing allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be reduced for twelve 
months after they have begun their training 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subsection (d) of section 
232 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (38 U.S. C., see. 942) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘The education and training allowance 
of an eligible veteran pursuing institutional on-farm training shall be computed 
at the rate of (1) $95 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, 
if he has one dependent, or (3) $130 per month, if he has more than one dependent; 
except that his education and training allowance shall be reduced at the end of 
the third, and each subsequent, four-month period as his program progresses by 
an amount which bears the same ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no 
dependent, or $80 per month, if he has one dependent, or $100 per month, if he 
has more than one dependent, as four months bears to the total duration of such 
veteran’s institutional on-farm training reduced by eight months.”’ 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall take effect as of the first day 
of the second calendar month which begins after the date of its enactment, but 
for the purposes of computing education and training allowances to be paid 
after such first day, such amendment shall be deemed to have been in effect 
since July 16, 1952. 


JUNE 9, 1955. 
Hon. Lister H1Lt, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HI: This will refer to your request for a report by the Veterans’ 
Administration with respect to S. 2081, 84th Congress, a bill to amend the Vet- 
erans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and training 
allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be 
reduced for 12 months after they have begun their training. 
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The purpose of 8. 2081, as stated by its title, is to provide that the education 
and training allowance payable to on-farm trainees under title II of the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, as amended, shall not be reduced until after 
the completion of the first 12 months of training. If enacted, the bill would 
amend section 232 (d) of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act to read as 
follows: 

“(d) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
institutional on-farm training shall be computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, 
if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if he has one dependent, or (3) $130 
per month, if he has more than one dependent; except that his education and 
training allowance shall be reduced at the end of the third, and each subsequent, 
four-month period as his program progresses by an amount which bears the same 
ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no dependent, or $80 per month, if he 
has one dependent, or $100 per month, if he has more than one dependent, as 
four months bears to the total duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm 
training reduced by eight months. For the purpose of computing allowances under 
this subsection, the duration of the training of an eligible veteran shall be the 
period specified in the approved application as the period during which he may 
receive an education and training allowance for such training, plus such additional 
period, if any, as is necessary to make the number of such months of such training 
a multiple of four.” 

The italics have been supplied and indicate language that would be added to 
existing law by the enactment of 8. 2081. 

Section 232 (d) of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 estab- 
lishes the rates of education and training allowances payable to veterans pursuing 
institutional on-farm training under that act, in accordance with their dependency 
status. It then provides that such allowances shall be reduced at the end of each 
4-month period as the veterans’ training progresses by an amount which bears 
the same ratio to the subsistence factor ($65, $80, or $100 per month) of the basic 
education and training allowance as 4 months bears to the total duration (as therein 
defined) of the veterans’ institutional on-farm training program. It is this last 
provision, the so-called reduction formula, which S. 2081 proposes to modify. 

The effect of the enactment of this bill would be to permit payment of the 
education and training allowance at the maximum applicable rate during the 
first 12 months of training, with subsequent payments reduced, but always 
somewhat higher in amount than would be payable under existing law during the 
same stage of training. The following tabular comparison, using as an example 
the case of a veteran with 2 dependents pursuing a 36 months’ program, will serve 
to illustrate the differences between the present and proposed reduction formulas: 


[Per month] 





Public Law ty Public Law | g . 

Months in training 550,824 | > ten S4th Months in training 550, 82d me i, Seth 
Cong. | we: Cong. ong. 
1to4 : Si $130 $130 || 21 to 24____- 74 87 
5 to8 118 130 || 25 to 28 63 72 
9 to 12 . 107 130 29 to 32 : 52 58 
13 to 16 96 115 33 to 36 41 | 44 
17 to 20 : bbicieded 85 101 


Note.—For simplicity in presentation, only the dollar amounts are shown. 


The legislative history of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act discloses 
that the reduction formula of section 232 (d), as well as the comparable provision 
applicable to apprentice or other training on the job contained in section 232 (ce), 
was incorporated in the act “‘to implement the concept that the allowance is for 
supplementary support only and hence as his earning capacity increases during 
training the veterans’ allowances should be less’’ (p. 32, H. Rept. No. 19438, 82d 
Cong.). Further, it is indicated that the reduction formula was intended to 
provide an economic incentive factor for the veteran to increase his earnings 
during his period of training. It will be recalled that the need for a built-in 
incentive factor was a matter of special concern to the House Select Committee 
To Investigate Educational, Training and Loan Guaranty Programs under GI 
Bill, and the reduction formula applicable to on-farm training is consistent with 
recommendation No. 6 of that committee (p. 2, H. Rept. No. 1375, 82d Cong.). 
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The basic objective of an incentive factor (as applied to both on-job and on- 
farm trainees) is that the veteran be in position to continue with his employment, 
or with his farming, on a self-sustaining basis after the governmental assistance 
is terminated. If this is not accomplished, the veteran may be faced with the 
necessity for abandoning the occupation for which he is trained, with the conse- 
quent loss of the time and effort he has invested in such training and the waste of 
the Government funds expended to aid his financial and occupational readjust- 
ment. 

The bill would leave the automatic reduction principle intact but, as noted, 
would modify the formula so as to suspend all reductions during the initial 12 
months of training. It would appear that the proposed change is based upon an 
underlying assumption that a farm trainee would generally be unable to realize 
income from the operation of a farm during the first 12 months, and hence no 
reduction in the education and training allowance paid to him by the Govern- 
ment should be made during this period. Your committee therefore, un- 
doubtedly will wish to consider the validity of such assumption 

The Veterans’ Administration during the last 2 vears has reviewed the general 
question of the income which might be anticipated by institutional on-farm 
trainees during their first year of farming operation. This matter has also been 
a matter of special interest to the Administrator’s Ad. isory Committee estab- 
lished under section 262 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act 

Farming operations do not present a uniform pattern with respect to the timing 
of ‘‘money crops.’’ At one extreme there is a situation represented by certain 
tvpes of farming (such as cotton) where the realization of all farm income is 
anticipated at the end of an annual cycle, while at the other extreme certain types 
of farming (such as dairying and poultry raising) may be expected to afford a 
more or less constant income throughout the vear. Between these extremes 
there is the diversified type of farming in which income is obtained at different 
times (usually in 3 or 4 different months) throughout the vear. The program 
which is developed individually for each trainee encourages diversification and, 
whenever feasible for the particular farm (as indicated by the farm-management 
principles involving the most advantageous use of the existing land, labor, and 
capital), endeavors to inelude different crop and livestock enterprises which 
provide an income at different times of the year. Overall, however, it appears 
that, absent substantial income from enterprises such as dairying or poultry 
raising, the institutional on-farm trainees cannot anticipate cash income from 
their farms until the end of a crop or marketing cycle, which in many instances 
is near the end of their first year of training. Moreover, even where such enter- 
prises as dairving and poultry raising constitute a major source of income, the 
veteran trainee, in most instances, realizes verv little increase in income as the 
result of training until the end of the first vear. 

From the foregoing, it would appear that the institutional on-farm trainee is 
situated unfavorably in comparison with the apprentice or other classes of on-job 
trainee who receive their income regularly in the form of wages and normally can 
look forward to increases during the initial year of training. Therefore, some 
adjustment of the reduction formula for institutional on-farm trainees may be 
warranted. 

The specific amendments proposed by S. 2081 seem reasonable and to be 
designed to retain the desirable features of the original formula (i. e., of stimu- 
lating the incentive of the trainee for progressive self-improvement during the 
period of training, to the end that he will have become sufficiently self-sustaining 
by the completion of his training program so as to continue with his farming 
operations). By suspending reductions during the first year of training the pro- 
posed formula would still preserve the basic objective of the present system and 
would provide full assistance during the period when the potentialities of the 
farm are being developed. Thereafter, the governmental assistance would be 
progressively reduced since it can be anticipated that increased income from the 
farming enterprises during the subsequent years of training will more nearly 
offset the periodic reductions in the education and training allowance than is the 
case initially. No retroactive payments would be authorized but the education 
and training allowances of persons in training would be adjusted from the first 
day of the second calendar month following enactment to conform to the 
liberalized formula. 

Considering all the factors I recommend favorable consideration by your 
committee of the principle of a temporary suspension of the reductions in the 
case of on-farm trainees as proposed by 8S. 2081, 84th Congress. 











4 VETERANS’ INSTITUTIONAL ON-FARM TRAINING 


The increase in direct benefit costs which would be attributable to the enact- 
ment of the bill based upon the continuation of current trends is estimated to be 
in fiscal year 1956, $3,500,000; fiscal year 1957, $4 million; fiscal year 1958, 
$4 million: fiscal year 1959, $3,500,000; and fiscal year 1960, $3 million. Progres- 
sively lesser increases in the direct benefit cost are to be anticipated for each 
successive fiscal year to the end of the program (January 31, 1965). The fore- 
going estimates are based upon the assumption that the increased cost to the 
Government for an individual institutional on-farm training program of 36 months’ 
duration would be $324. ; 

The Bureau of the Budget advised in connection with a similar report by the 
Veterans’ Administration to the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs that there 
would be no objection to the submission of such report to that committee. The 
Bureau’s advice with respect to the bills included in that report which are identical 
to 8S. 2081 (H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006, all 84th Cong.) follows: 

“With respect to H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006, although the Bureau 
realizes that the reduction formula of Public Law 550 meets the financial aid 
requirements of some farm trainees better than others, it is our judgment that 
the law contemplated relative equalization of allowances rather than absolute or 
guaranteed returns. Increasing allowances as proposed would merely create 
other inequities among farm trainees on various types of farms. There appears 
to be no doubt that the Congress was aware of the various considerations affecting 
a decision on this point when Public Law 550 was originally enacted in 1952. 
Similar bills to those presently proposed were considered by committees in both 
Houses during the 83d Congress. The Veterans’ Administration submitted 
reports to these committees in which these same problems were reviewed. 

“The existing reduction formula has been in existence without change for 24% 
years. Modification at the present time might create at least as many inequities 
as it would correct. Furthermore, an increase in subsistence rates to institutional 
on-farm trainees would undoubtedly generate pressure for increases in on-job 
rates and perhaps institutional rates as well. 

‘In view of these considerations, the Bureau of the Budget believes that the 
enactment of H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006 would represent an unde- 
sirable departure from established policy.” 

Sincerely vours, 
H. V. Hiaiey, Administrator. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 22, 1955. 
Hon. Lister HI, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear CuatrMan: This is in reply to your letter of May 27, 1955, request- 
ing the views of this office with respect to S. 2081, a bill to amend the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and training 
allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be 
reduced for 12 months after they have begun their training. 

The purpose of 8. 2081, as stated in its title, is to provide that the education 
and training allowances payable to on-farm trainees under title II of the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, as amended, shall not be reduced until 
after the completion of the first 12 months of training. 

The Veterans’ Administration in its report to your committee reviewed the 
problems of these trainees and the effects of the proposed legislation. Although 
the Bureau of the Budget realizes that the reduction formula of Public Law 550 
meets the financial aid requirements of some farm trainees better than others, 
it is our judgment that the law contemplated relative equalization of allowances 
rather than absolute or guaranteed returns. Increasing allowances, as proposed, 
would merely create other inequities among farm trainees on various types of 
farms. There appears to be no doubt that Congress was aware of the various 
considerations affecting a decision on this point when Public Law 550 was origi- 
nally enacted in 1952. Bills identical with S. 2081 (H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and 
H. R. 4006) were introduced in the 84th Congress and similar bills were considered 
by committees in both Houses during the 83d Congress at which time these 
many aspects were reviewed. 

The existing reduction formula has been in effect without change for 2% years. 
Modification at the present time might create at least as many inequities as it 
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would correct and an increase in subsistence rates to institutional on-farm trainees 
would undoubtedly generate pressure for increases in on-job rates and perhaps 
institutional rates as well. Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget believes that 
enactment of S. 2081 would represent an undesirable departure from established 
policy. 
Sincerely yours, 
DonaLp R. BeLcuer, 
Assistant Director. 


Senator LEHMAN. Our first witness is Hon. B. F. Sisk. Congress- 
man Sisk, we are very glad indeed to have you with us. 

Congressm9n Sisk represents the 12th District of California. Where 
is the 12th District? 

Mr. Sisk. That is the central part of California, Mr. Chairman, the 
exact geographical center—San Joaquin Valley, the raisin capital of 
the world. 

Senator Leaman. If I had known you were coming here, I would 
have brought my wife down because she is a native of California. 

Senator GoLpwater. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hiiu. I understood that was the garden spot of California. 

Mr. Sisk. Garden spot of the world. 

Senator LEHMAN. Congressman Sisk is a member of the House 
subcommittee that considered H. R. 4006. He appeared on the bill 
before the House Rules Committee. He appears today representing 
the House Veterans Affairs Subcommittee on Education and Training. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCOMPANIED BY 


OLIVER MEADOWS, STAFF DIRECTOR, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 


Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am also an author of an 
identical bill, H. R. 4006, which was passed out of the subcommittee 
and also unanimously passed by the full committee, Veterans Affairs 
Committee of the House. 

Now, my particular interest in this bill has been brought about by 
the fact that I have observed the condition of the program in my own 
State where we have quite a large number of veterans returning who 
are desirous of taking on-farm training. I have felt for some time and 
in talks with the directors of the program in California, it appears 
there has been some breakdown of the program due to the fact that 
the provisions of the law required a cutback in the basic allowance 
at the end of each 4-month period beginning with the first 4-month 
period on the basis of one-ninth of the total allowance. 

That, of course, was brought about originally by the fact that it was 
felt that a man on the job would normally begin to increase his earn- 
ings and be able to offset this cutback. But of course in on-farm 
training, it is a situation where the income from a farm just does not 
come in month by month and does not increase. It takes at least 
a period of 1 year before there is any noticeable increase and before, 
in most cases, a man is able to take anything off the farm. 

The purpose of this bill, of course, is to eliminate the cutback for a 
period of 12 months, making it possible for the veteran to draw the full 
amount of his basic allowance for the first full 12 months and then the 

65603—55——2 
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cutback goes into effect as it would normally have done in the very 
beginning. 

Now, there is no proposal in the bill to increase the basic allowance 
or to change in any way the amount of money that he would receive 
but simply to pay him the full basic allowance for the first 12 months 
and we feel that it would place the program in a position of being 
much more equitable, much more fair and certainly far more workable 
and, after all, being from an agricultural district—and I know we 
have many agricultural areas, of course, in the country—we are 
concerned with seeing that these boys who are interested in farming 
and are interested in making a career of agriculture have an equal 
opportunity with other veterans in training. 

Now, in general, I believe that would conclude my statement for 
the purposes of the bill. 

Of course, I will be happy to answer any particular questions that 
you might have. 

Senator Hriti. Congressman, I think that sums up the situation. 
As the law now stands—and I think Congress made a mistake in 
passing the law as it did—a veteran taking on-farm training under 
the GI education program has this reduction in his allowances every 
4 months. Practical experience shows—and you say you have ob- 
served it in your State and I have observed it in my State, and the 
Veterans’ Administration in its letter has taken cognizance of the 
fact—that during the first 12 months of a trainee’s period of training, 
he does not have any income. In fact, in those 12 months he has 
large expenditures. Most of them have to buy a tractor. If they 
go into raising cattle or hogs or poultry, anything of that kind, they 
have to make that initial investment to buy the brood stock. Other 
crops, such as wheat, cotton or something of that kind, as we know, 
are annual crops. They get no income until the end of the planting 
of the year—isn’t that true? 

Mr. Sisk. That is exactly right. 

Senator Hinu. The reasoning in the original act was perhaps 
fallacious in that it did not take into full consideration the situation 
as to the first 12 months. This bill would only stop the reduction 
the first 12 months. Then the next 24 months, the next following 2 
years, the reduction would be effected because at the end of the first 
12 months the farmer would begin to get some income, some return 
from his crop, whether those crops are field crops or animal or poultry 
or hogs or whatever they might be. Isn’t that true? But in the 
first 12 months the farm trainee has to go to considerable expense 
making an investment for the operation of the farm, is that not true? 

Mr. Sisk. That is true. 

Senator Hitu. He does not get a return. So these reductions the 
first 12 months, I feel, are inequitable to the on-farm trainee as com- 
pared with the trainee who is, say, learning a trade or some work of 
that kind. Many GI’s have not taken advantage of the program 
because they did not feel they could with these reductions. 

Mr. Sisk. If you will permit me, Senator, I have had some experi- 
ence with what they call on-job training where boys went to work for, 
say, a very nominal sum per hour and of course, as they gained ex- 
perience in that particular occupation, working by the hour or by the 
week on a specific job, they were worth more. Therefore, their in- 
come went up. It is thoroughly justifiable, that type of cutback is 
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thoroughly justifiable. But the boy on the farm, as has been cer- 
tainly ably explained by the Senator, does not have that continuing 
income and that increase and particularly has this heavy expense in 
the first year. For that reason I do feel that it is good legislation. 

Senator GoLDWATER. I was just trying to figure out from the law 
and the amendment how this works. I think I have just discovered it. 
It is line 4 on the second page where you say ‘‘at the end of the third, 
and each subsequent, 4-month period.’”’ The present law says, at the 
end of each. That is the meat of it. 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. 

Senator GotpwaTER. What this does is to insure the veterans the 
full allowance for the first 12 months. 

Mr. Sisk. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Gotpwarter. I have no questions on this. I am fully in 
accord with it and believe it is a very good amendment. 

Senator LeEHMAN. May I ask one question on the mechanics of 
this thing? 

As I understand it, there will be no reduction in the allowance for 
the first 12 months; the reduction starts only on the fifth 4-month 
period. At the end of the sixth 4-month period, there will be a further 
reduction. What will that amount to in dollars and cents? I don’t 
quite understand the formula here. 

Mr. Sisk. Of course, the original formula, Senator, was based on the 
one-ninth. You see, this program goes on for 36 months. The 
cutback would be each 4-month period. Therefore, it would be on 
the basis of one-ninth of the basic amount would be deducted each 4 
months so that, for example, at the end of the first 4 months there 
would be a reduction in his basic allowance of one-ninth of the total 
payment, and then the following four months of one-ninth of the bal- 
ance and so on for the entire 36 months. 

Now, under the proposal here, by stopping this cutback for the 
first 12 months, then starting with the fourth quarter, then his cut- 
back would be one-ninth of the total, of his total allowance, and then 
would continue one-ninth of the monthly allowance for each four- 
month period thereafter and of course that in turn then raises the 
amount that he will receive for each month throughout the entire 
program due to the fact you have held back for the first 12 months. 

Mr. Meadows, I might say, is very familiar with this. 

I would like to call your attention to the top of page 2 in the House 
report, if you have that before you, a table at the top of page 2 showing 
how it operates at the present time, compared with the operation under 
H. R. 4006, or the proposed legislation, showing months in training. 
In the first table he starts at $130 a month, assuming that is his basic 
allowance. Then he drops to $118, $107, $90, $85, on down. Under 
the proposed legislation, you see, for the first 3 periods he would con- 
tinue to draw the $130 a month or actually for a full 12 months. 
Then his drop would go to $115, $101, $87, and so on down for the 
entire period. 

Senator Leman. I had not seen that table before. 

I note on page 2 of the House report also that the estimated cost 
involved in this thing would be approximately $2% million the first 
year and increasing to $3% million, and so on. 

Mr. Sisk. On the bottom of page 6 of the report there is another 
table which breaks that down showing what it would be under our 
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proposed legislation. That is not to be confused, or course, with this 
H. R. 368 and 369 because those were bills which we did have before 
us which were tabled. The far, extreme right figure would be the cost 
per year under the proposed legislation over a period of the next 5 
years. 

Senator LeHMan. Are there further questions? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Chairman, may I join with the Chair and 
Senator Goldwater in expressing appreciation for the Congressman’s 
appearing here this morning and giving us his very helpful statement, 
and in thanking also Mr. Oliver Meadows who is the counsel for the 
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, who has been with us many 
times in the past and has always been so helpful to us. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you. 

Senator Leaman. I thank you, too. 

Mr. Sisk. We appreciate this opportunity to appear before you. 

Senator LenMAN. The next witnesses are Guy H. Birdsall, Assistant 
Administrator for Legislation, Timothy F. Daley, Director, Legislative 
Projects Service, Sam H. Coile, Assistant Deputy Administrator, 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Education, all from the Veterans’ 
Administration. 


STATEMENT OF GUY H. BIRDSALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR LEGISLATION, ACCOMPANIED BY TIMOTHY F. DALEY; 
DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS SERVICE, AND SAM H. 
COILE, ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, VOCATIONAL 
REHABILITATION AND EDUCATION, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRA- 
TION 


Mr. Brrosautu. Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration proposes 
to modify the so-called automatic reduction formula applicable to 
onfarm trainees enrolled under the Veterans’ Readjustment Ass'stance 
Act of 1952, as amended. The Administrator has filed with the 
committee his formal report covering S. 2081. It may be mentioned 
that the bill is identical with H. R. 4006 which was reported to the 
House by the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on June 22, 1955. 

We will not attempt, at this time, to read the Administrator’s 
report which is necessarily rather lengthy, but will instead present 
certain background material which it is believed will be helpful to 
the committee, and mention certain other considerations upon which 
the position of the Administrator with respect to the bill is based. 

The mentioned reduction formula appears in subsection 232 (d) 
of the act which establishes the rate of education and training allow- 
ances for institutional on-farm training. The subsection provides 
for such allowance to be reduced at the end of each 4-month period 
as the veteran’s training progresses by an amount which shall bear 
the same ratio to the basic training allowances—with respect to insti- 
tutional on-farm training, a $30 per month tuition factor is exempted 
from reduction—as 4 months bear to the total duration, as therein 
defined of the veterans training program. 

The reduction formulas of Public Law 550 are best understood 
against the background of the comparable provisions of the World 





VETERANS’ INSTITUTIONAL ON-FARM TRAINING 9 
War II education and training program—title II, Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended—for limiting the govern- 
mental assistance in the cases of trainees earning income from produc- 
tive labor. These were first, a requirement with respect to on-job 
training situations, limiting the combined rate of subsistence allow- 
ance and trainee wage to an amount which did not exceed the entrance 
salary of a trained journeyman in the particular occupation or trade 
and, second, a statutory maximum, or “ceiling,’’ upon the combined 
rate of subsistence allowance and the veteran’s compensation from 
productive labor. 

The devices applicable to the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act pro- 
gram though effective in most types of training in eliminating the 
abuses toward which they were originally directed, created certain 
problems in their administration. 

The legislative history of the 1952 act shows that the reduction 
formulas were attempts to reach the objectives of the income ceiling 
and the journeyman wage formula of the earlier program without the 
administrative complexities and to add an economic incentive factor 
for the veteran to increase his earnings during his period of training. 
It will be recalled that the need for a built-in incentive factor was a 
matter of special concern to the House Select Committee To Investi- 

ate Educational, Training, and Loan Guaranty Programs Under GI 
Bill —the Teague committee—and the reduction formula applicable to 
on-farm training is consistent with the recommendations of that 
committee. 

The basic objective of an incentive factor, as applied to on-farm 
trainees, is that the veteran be in position to continue with his farming, 
on a self-sustaining basis after the governmental assistance is termi- 
nated. If this is not accomplished, the veteran may be faced with the 
necessity for abandoning the occupation for which he is trained, with 
the consequent loss of the time and effort he has invested in such 
training and the waste of the Government funds expended to aid his 
financial and occupational readjustment. It is thus obvious that the 
provision for periodic reduction in the allowances for on-farm trainees 
was not designed to impose discriminatory restrictions on this group 
or to arbitrarily achieve economies in the benefit program at their 
expense. 

The Veterans’ Administration supports the automatic reduction 
principles as sound, and accordingly, recommended against favorable 
consideration of bills which would repeal them in reporting to the 
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on H. R. 369 and H. R. 368. 

However, the question has been repeatedly raised as to whether the 
formula now applicable to institutional on-farm training takes into 
account the realities of farming operations. It has been urged that 
on-farm trainees cannot ordinarily anticipate income from their farms 
until the end of a crop or marketing cycle, which in many instances is 
near the end of their first year of training. 5S. 2081 seems designed to 
leave the principle of the automatic reduction formula intact, but 
would modify the formula applicable to on-farm training so as to 
suspend all reductions during the initial 12 months’ training. 

With you permission, we would like to insert in the record, the text 
of subsection 232 (d) of Public Law 550 as it would be amended by 
bill, and a tabular comparison exemplifying the difference between 
the present and proposed reduction formulas. 

(The section referred to follows: ) 
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SUBSECTION 232 (p) OF THE VETERANS’ READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT AS 
Prorosep To Be AMENDED By S. 2081, 84TH CoNGREsS 


(New language shown in italic) 


“(d) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
institutional on-farm training shall be computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, 
if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if he has one dependent, or (3) $130 
per month, if he has more than one dependent; except that his education and train- 
ing allowance shall be reduced at the end of the third, and each subsequent, four- 
month period as his program progresses by an amount which bears the same ratio 
to $65 per month, if the veteran has no dependent, or $80 per month, if he has one 
dependent, or $100 per month, if he has more than one dependent, as four months 
bears to the total duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm training reduced 
Ly eight months. For the purpose of computing allowances under/this subsection, 
the duration of the training of an eligible veteran shall be the period specified in the 
approved application as the period during which he may receive an education and 
training allowance for such training, plus such additional period, if any, as is 
necessary to make the number of such months of such training a multiple of four.” 


Illustration of the differences between the present and proposed reduction formulae 


[Per month] 


| 


Public Law 





ss di ii | Public Law | ¢ onc 
Months in training | 550, 82d ™ 7 Stth | Monthsin training | 550, 82d - _ Stth 
| Cong. ong. Cong. One. 
a — - 9 Pe | _s. t] 7 ee - “=r” + ‘+ Tres oe cee te 

1to4 $130 | $130 || 21 to 24 74 
5 to8 118 130 || 25 to 28 63 7: 
9to 12 | 107 130 | 29 to 32-_- 52 | f 
13 to 16 96 115 || 33 to 36 41 44 
17 to 20 85 101 | 





Note.—This example is based upon the case of a veteran with 2 dependents pursuing a 36 months’ pro- 
gram. For simplicity in presentation, only the dollar amounts are shown. 


It will be noted that the bill proposes to permit payment of the 
maximum applicable rate of education and training allowances to 
the on-farm trainee during the first 12 months of training, with the 
subsequent payments per riodically reduced but always higher in 
amount than would be payable under existing law during the same 
stage of training. 

Since the enactment of Public Law 550, the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion has reviewed the general: question of the income which might 
be anticipated by institutional on-farm trainees during their first 
year of farming operation, and this matter has also been a matter of 
special interest to the Administrator’s Advi isory Committee. The 
Administrator has concluded as a result of the mentioned studies 
that some modification of the reduction formula applicable to on-farm 
trainees may be warranted. While farming operations do not present 
a uniform pattern with respect to the timing of “money crops,” it 
appears that in most instances the veteran-trainee realizes very little 
increase in income as the result of training until the end of his first 
year. Their circumstance contrasts with the situation of an apprentice 
or other on-job trainee who receives his income regularly in the form 
of wages, and normally can look forward to increases during the 
initial year of training. 

Further, it appears that the specific amendments proposed by 
S. 2081 are reasonable and designed to retain the principle of stimu- 
lating the veteran to progressive self-improvement during the period 
of training, to the end that he will become sufficiently self-sustaining 
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by the completion of his training program so as to continue with his 
farming operations. The Admunistrator’s report therefore recom- 
mended a favorable consideration of this measure by your committee. 

The increase in direct benefit costs which would be attributable to 
the enactment of the subject bill, based upon the continuation of 
current trends, are estimated to be as follows: 


.: S. 2081 (suspend 
Fiscal vear: po 


nontAas, far 
1956_ $3. 500, 000 
1957 1 O00. OOO 
1958 1, OOO. OOO 
1959_ 3. 500. 000 
1960 3, 000, OOO 


The foregoing cost estimate relating to the bill to suspend the 
reduction formula applicable to on-farm trainees is based upon the 
assumption that the increased cost to the Government for individual 
institutional on-farm training programs of 36 months’ duration would 
be $324. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it believes that the enact- 
ment of this proposal would represent an undesirable departure from 
established policy. It is understood that the Budget Bureau's detailed 
report on the bill was presented to the committee on June 22, 1955. 

Senator Benprr. Is there not a companion bill to the House bill 
which was passed? 

Senator Hinu. S. 2081 is the identical bill. 

Senator Benprr. They have had hearings and reported the bill 
and we have the report. 

Senator Hitt. They had hearings and reported the bill unanimously 
but it has not passed the House. It has been voted unanimously by 
the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Senator Benper. I do not believe there is any particular objection 
to it? 

Senator Hit. I do not think so, either. I would not think so. I 
am wondering if Mr. Birdsall would state briefly his position. 

Mr. Brrpsatu. The Veterans’ Administration favors the enactment 
of the legislation, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hinz. Either S. 2081 or the House bill 4006. 

Mr. Brrpsatu. The Bureau of the Budget advised that it believed 
the enactment of the proposed legislation represented an undesirable 
departure from established policy and it is understood that they have 
reported on the bill. 

The Veterans’ Administration feels it is an equitable, meritorious 
bill for the reasons stated. 

Senator Hritt. And recommends its passage. 

Mr. Brrosauu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gotpwater. Did the Bureau of the Budget vote unfavor- 
ably or submit an unfavorable report to the House? 

Mr. Brrpsautu. They feel it would establish precedent possibly 
getting into complications again. I believe they reported to this 
committee. 

Mr. Dauey. They reported to this committee on June 22. 

Senator LenmMan. What is the present cost of the program? I 
notice your table here about the increase. 

Mr. Come. I do not believe I could tell you the cost of the insti- 
tutional on-farm program although there are enrolled as of the end 











12 VETERANS’ INSTITUTIONAL ON-FARM TRAINING 


of March 1955, 34,198 veterans in that program, under Public Law 
550, nationally. We can submit that for the record, or an approxima- 
tion of the figure, at any rate, if you desire. 

Senator Lenman. What I am really wondering about is the cost of 
the program as now covered by existing law. This, as I understand, 
would be an increase of 3 to 3% million dollars a year. 

Mr. Brrosauu. Three and a half for 1956. 

Senator Lenman. I| was trying to find out what that was on. 

Mr. Corte. The entire Public Law 550 is running in the neighbor- 
hood of $750 million a year as of this date. 

Senator Hitt. The whole GI program. That includes not only 
farm trainees; that includes apprentices, and other educational pro- 
grams, those who are going to school, everything. 

Mr. Corin. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hitt. The whole GI program. 

Senator GoLpwarter. Just figuring this quickly, it amounts to a per 
month increase of about $101 over the period per trainee, which is not 
excessive. 

Senator LenmMan. How many trainees are there? 

Senator GoLtpwarteER. A good question. 

Mr. Corr. There are, as of the last of May—there were 34,198. 

Senator Gotpwatrer. That is where you get your figure of avout 
3% million; $4 million up in the next 2 years and then 34%, and 3 is in 
anticipation of attrition in the overall program. 

Mr. Corrs. This statement, I think, will bear out the Senator’s 
remarks. The foregoing cost estimate relating to the bill to suspend 
the reduction formula applicable to on-farm trainees is based upon the 
assumption that increased cost to Government for individual institu- 
tional on-farm training programs of 36 months’ duration would be 
$324 for each veteran. 

Senator Hitt. About how much? 

Mr. Comr. $324. 

Senator Hiiu. For the 3-year period. 

Senator GotpwatER. About $101 is what it is. 

Senator Hiuu. Just about what Senator Goldwater figured. 

Are you going to supply for the record, as I understand, the present 
cost of the on-farm training? 

Mr. Corr. Yes, sir; we will be glad to do that, as contrasted with 
the overall cost of the overall program. 

Senator Hiiu. That will be fine. 

(Mr. Coile submitted the following:) 

At the hearing today on S. 2081 (same as H. R. 4006 and H. R. 589) cost data 
were requested for the probable cost of IOF training under Public Law 550 if 
this bill is not enacted. The following estimates are submitted to be included 
with my testimony: 











Fiscal year | Existing bill | Pecans law | Difference 
Meet OF DY Oi ey SV ei tte | $30, 500, 000 | $34,000,000 | $3, 500, 000 
ia te acts lial eee te Nis a cdniceirgs dagsth mn di shajun dich a abdiadivee om _..| 35,000,000 | 39,000, 000 | 4, 000, 000 
iN i i at Nal i alt Reais atiiaile | 34,000, 000 38, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 
BI nciic ac ssenctneee teat th LAL Sahih adddedetcetthds dlde -| 30,500,000 | 34,000, 000 3, 500, 000 
DN ABN ede tiie alt ban ns lished ene aetna a wonthnet | 24,000,000 | 27,000, 000 3, 000, 000 





Senator LeHMaAN. Are there further questions? 
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If not, thank you, gentlemen, for your fine statement. 

The next witnesses listed are Mr. C. H. Olson, assistant director, 
national legislative commission, American Legion, and Mr. Cecil H. 
Munson, chief of vocational training, American Legion. 


STATEMENT OF CECIL H. MUNSON, CHIEF OF VOCATIONAL 
TRAINING, AMERICAN LEGION, ACCOMPANIED BY C. H. OLSON, 


ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Otson. Mr. Chairman, we would like the record to show our 
appreciation to Congressman Sisk and Staff Director Oliver Meadows 
of the House Veterans’ Committee in trying to get companion bill 
4006 through the House of Representatives, presently bottled up in 
the Rules Committee. 

Mr. Munson is with me. He has been involved in the training 
and education work since the passage of Public Law 346. He is well 
qualified, I believe, to state the views of the American Legion. 

Senator Leaman. Mr. Munson, the committee will be pleased to 
hear from you. 

Mr. Munson. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I appreciate this opportunity to speak for the American Legion in 
support of S, 2081, introduced by Senator Hill, May 26, 1955. 
This is a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act 
of 1952, to provide that education and training allowances of veterans 
pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be reduced for 12 
months after they have begun their training. Similar bills were 
introduced in the 83d Congress at the request of the American Legion. 
Congresswoman Edith Nourse Rogers introduced H. R. 2978, Febru- 
ary 12, 1953, and the late Senator Griswold introduced S. 1553, 
April 2, 1953. 

A review of the hearings on H. R. 7656 which later became Public 
Law 550, 82d Congress, reveals that the reduction formula for both 
on-the-job and institutional on-farm training was incorporated in the 
act to implement— 


* * * the concept that the allowance is for supplementary support only and hence, 
as his earning capacity increases during training the veteran’s allowance should 
be less (H. R. 1943, 82d Cong., p. 32). 


The regulations governing the training of veterans under Public 
Law 550 stress the development of a farm training program to meet 


particular needs of the individual veteran. Regulation 12031 A (4) 
states that an application— 


* * * must be accompanied with a detailed outline of the veteran’s individual 
program as planned for him by the school and approved | Spe cifically for him and 
his individual case by the State approving agency * * *. 


Regulation 12202 A (3) states: 


The duration of an approved course shall be as long as, but no longer than, 
necessary to obtain the objective outlined to meet the particular needs of the 
individual veteran. The carrying out of this requirement makes it mandatory 


that the course be developed to fit the needs of the veteran in his individual 
farming situation * * * 


To comply with the law and regulations farm training must meet the 
needs of the individual trainee. This necessitates many individual 
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courses varying in length and kind of farming. Good imstruction 
under these conditions requires well qualified teachers who must be 
paid reasonable salaries. Trainees come from a large area which re- 
quires considerable travel for instructors and trainees. A good salary 
for the instructor plus traveling expenses must come from tuition 
paid by the veteran from his monthly educational allowance. In 
schools with small enrollment, tuition plus the veteran’s traveling 
expenses adds up to a heavy financial burden in addition to other 
farming expenses. 

Under the present law the subsistence portion is reduced every 4 
months. These reductions during the first 12 months of farming are 
discouraging and cause many trainees to drop out unless they have 
financial backing from their families. This is a waste of Government 
money and often creates a financial deficit which may take years to 
overcome. The farm training program should be maintained for 
those who need it rather than for those who can afford it. 

The future of a farm trainee is dependent upon getting started the 

right way. The on-the-job trainee’s wage increases as his allowance 

decreases. The farm trainee normally does not realize an income 
until the end of the first crop year or animal cycle. There are very 
few, if any, who can maintain sufficient diversification the first year to 
provide a constant income. 

The prospective farm trainee must buy or rent the right kind of 
farm, and buy the right kind of stock and equipment. He should 
choose carefully, looking ahead at least a farm generation. The 
amount of his downpayment will determine future interests and 
principal payments in good and bad years. 

The farm trainee has many handicaps. The more serious handi- 
caps are high indebtedness, periods of low prices, and the weather, 
There are others which are often unavoidable during the first year. 
Few people realize how much business judgment and ability i is required 
to supervise the many kinds of work done on the farm with the hands 
or with many tools and machines. Training and experience in man- 
agement and a knowledge of the principles of plant growth, the feeding 
and care of animals, and the maintenance of soil fertility are essential. 
It takes longer than 4 months, or 2 years, to become proficient in all 
these important farm skills. 

To expect a trainee to have sufficient income to replace reductions 
in monthly allowances during the first year of independent operation 
is demanding an efficiency in production seldom demonstrated by 
the best of trained farmers. 

Section 102 of Public Law 550, 82d Congress, states that its 
benefits ‘‘ * * * are for the purpose of assisting in the readjustment 
of such persons from military to civilian life.” The veteran has been 
released from the Armed Forces following 2 years or more of service. 
His age is reasonable assurance that he has not had several years 
experience as a farmer and is without adequate training as a manager. 

There are individuals who insist that because of the diversification 
of farm business, as represented by the production of several things 
for sale, the risk of loss is lessened and a farm income is assured. 
They fail to recognize that farms, like people, are limited in the 
diversity of their output. The skills and knowledge required for 
diversified farming are considerable and there must be a satisfactory 
combination of soil, climate and market outlets for cash enterprises. 
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If diversification sufficient to provide constant income during the 
first year of training is always possible then we question the need for 
training. The first year of training is critical, and it is discouraging 
to have reductions im allowances during a time when an income is 
most needed. 


The American Legion recommends approval of a bill to amend the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that 
education and training allowances paid to veterans pursuing institu- 
tional on-farm training shall not be reduced for 12 months after they 
have begun their training. ; 


Senator LenmMan. Thank you very much. 

Senator Benper. There is no service organization opposing this? 
They are all supporting it, as I understand. 

Mr. Munson. I know of none that are opposing it. 

Senator LeHMan. I have a letter submitted by Mr. Roger D. 
Gibson, president, National Association of State Approval Agencies. 
I believe this letter and the statement accompanying it should be 
made part of the record. 


(The letter and statement referred to follow: ) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE APPROVAL AGENCIES, 


Lincoln 9, Nebr., July 15, i950. 
Hon. Hersert H. LewMan, 


Cahirman, Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
Labor and Public Welfare Cummittee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator LEHMAN: The National Association of State Approval 
Agencies, which is an organization of State educational agencies in charge of 
veterans’ education and training in the various States, is verv pleased that your 
subeommittee is considering an amendment to the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952 for the purpose of strengthening and stabilizing the insti- 
tutional on-farm training program. This legislation is badly needed and we are 
hopeful that enactment can be achieved this session. 

Attached is a statement which outlines the association’s position on this im- 
portant matter. It will be appreciated if this statemenu can be made a part of 
the proceedings of the subcommittee. 

If the association can be of assistance in any way, please let us know. 

Very truly yours, 
L0GER D. GIBSON, President. 


STATSMENT BY Victor H. Wou.LFrorp, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL COMMITT=® ON 
AGRICULTUR”, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATS APPROVAL AGENCIzs, INSTITU- 
TIONAL ON-FARM TRAINING, Pusiic Law 550 


Since the passage and enactment of Public Law 550 by the 82d Congress, 
cited as the ‘‘Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952,’ educators through- 
out the Nation have noted that eligible veterans desiring institutional on-farm 
training have, in numerous cases, enrolled and after a period of from 8 to 16 
months made request for their training to be interrupted prior to expiration of 
entitlement and prior to completing the course of training in agriculture formu- 
lated and developed for them. The completion of the training program would 
have resulted in establishment in farming. Several thousands of other eligible 
veterans, after having the provisions of Public Law 550 explained to them, 
decide not to enroll in IOF training, even though their desire and ambition was 
to become established in farming. They then enroll in some other type of training 
as their second choice. 

Personnel in State departments of education throughout the Nation and edu- 
ecators on the local level in hizh schools, interested in veterans’ education in the 
field of agriculture, have become concerned because of the experiences encoun- 
tered in counseling with veterans in that so few were availing themselves of the 
educational opportunity provided by the National Congress and that such a 
large number of veterans receiving training in agriculture were requesting their 
training interrupted before completing the course. 
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These facts were presented and discussed at area, regional, and national meetings 
of the National Association of State Approval Agencies. Committees were 
appointed to further consider the facts and problems. After due consideration, 
the membership of the association came to the conclusion that the problem 
stemmed from the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550. 
The provisions of the law which calls for an automatic reduction in education and 
training allowance of veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training at the 
end of each 4-month period of training. 

Continued study was made, the problem was still further discussed within the 
States throughout the Nation with former IOF trainees who had interrupted their 
training prior to completion of entitlement, trainees who were currently enrolled, 
with prospective trainees, and with veterans who had at one time evidenced a 
desire to enroll for the purpose of becoming established in farming, but had 
changed their mind and had enrolled in some other type of training. 

After all facts were gathered and presented at the seventh annual conference of 
the NASAA in Wheeling, W. Va., in May 1954. the membership of the association 
directed the chairman of the national committee on agriculture to conduct a 
national survey study of the situation to determine if the facts previously pre- 
sented by the several States continued to exist and from results of the survey to 
determine if there was a possibility of pinpointing the causes of unfavorable 
experiences in connection with IOF training under Public Law 550. 

The survey-study was completed and from the facts and figures, after being 
‘arefully analyzed and interpreted, the National Association of State Approval 
Agencies has come to the conclusion that the automatic reduction of education 
and training allowance each 4-month period as provided for in paragraph (d), 
section 232 of Public Law 550 is the major contributing cause of the nationwide 
pro! lem. 

Therefore, this statement of facts has been prepared for the purpose of acquaint- 
ing Members of Congress with the need for consideration and action in possible 
amendments or changes to paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550 enacted 
by the 82d Congress as it applies to institutional on-farm training. From an 
educational and administrative standpoint we believe Public Law 550 as applies 
to the IOFT program is sound and workable with the exception of paragraph (d), 
section 232. It is not the thinking of the association, that to correct the problem, 
it will te necessary to eliminate the 4-month reduction provision in its entirety, 
but in keeping with agricultural practices and the business of farming the auto- 
matic 4-month reduction of education and training allowance provision should 
not take effect until after the trainee has had a full 12 months of training and has 
completed one crop or animal cycle of production and has placed on the market 
for sale his crop and/or animal products. Therefore, the 4-month reduction 
should not be placed into effect until the beginning of the trainee’s 16th month of 
training. 

So as to have a clearer comparison of the law under which veterans of World 
War II received IOF training, with veterans receiving training under Public 
Law 550, it would be well to briefly review the matter of subsistence allowances 
provided by Public Law 346, 78th Congress, Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944 (as amended by Public Law 377, 80th Cong.), more commonly known as 
the GI bill of rights. 

Under the provisions of Public Laws 346 and 377, IOF trainees received maxi- 
mum monthly subsistence payments as follows: Without dependents, $67.50; 
married, $93.75; and with one or more children, $97.50 per month. These monthly 
payments were made without automatic periodic reductions for the legal period 
of entitlement, provided that the compensation received from productive labor 
plus subsistence allowance did not exceed $210 a month for a veteran without 
dependents, $270 a month for a married veteran, and $290 a month for a veteran 
with one or more children. 

Under provisions of Public Laws 346 and 377 the trainees did not have to pay 
monthly tuition, did not have to pay for instructional supplies or for any opera- 
tional or administrative costs necessitated by his training. All costs involved in 
the educational phase of the training program were paid by the Federal Govern- 
ment to the State institutions offering LOF training throughout the Nation with 
whom the Veterans’ Administration had executed contracts. By this plan the 
veterans received each month a sum of money which they could use in assisting 
themselves in financing some of the beginning necessary operational costs of the 
farming business, for the purchase of added pieces of farm machinery and for 
living expenses throughout the first crop year until the crop had been harvested 
and placed on the market for sale receiving therefrom financial gain or until 
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livestock reached that age where it became productive and provided marketable 
livestock products. In other words, the veterans received full subsistence pay- 
ments without automatic periodic reductions until they had gone through or 
experienced one full crop or animal cycle of production. 

In comparison, under Public Law 550 the IOF trainee receives $95 per month, 
if he has no dependent, $110 per month, if he has 1 dependent, or $130 per 
month, if he has more than 1 dependent. However, to the*education and 
training allowance figure cited above is applied an auttomatic reduction at the 
end of each 4-month period after enrollment as his program progresses. Further- 
more, the trainee, from this reduced monthly allowance must pay tuition, must 
pay for instructional supplies which he uses in his training program, must pay 
for textbooks, must pay for the operational costs of the program which includes 
salaries of instructors, travel of instructors, and administrative costs involved in 
the administration and operation of the program. In addition to these costs the 
trainee must bear the cost and expense of his personal travel to and from his 
farm and the school at which he receives organized group (classroom) instruction. 

It is understood that when Public Law 550 was being drafted, thought was 
given as to the amount of money which should be added to the “‘pure’’ subsistence 
figure (the difference between his educational and training allowance and the $30 
earmarked by the law for tuition) with which the trainee would pay costs of this 
training program such as tuition, instructional supplies, textbooks, operational 
costs, salaries of instructors, travel of instructors, personal travel costs to and 
from school, etc. In arriving at what was thought to be a fair figure at that time, 
the committee drafting Public Law 550 used as a guide for their action the cost 
experiences of States which had operated IOFT programs under Public Laws 346, 
377, and 16 over the past years. he final decision was to add $30 per month to 
the ‘‘pure” subsistence figure. The $30 consisted of $25 for payment of tuition 
and $5 for instructional supplies, textbooks, etc. When the $30 is added to the 
“‘pure”’ subsistence figures of $65, $80, and $100, the monthly education and 
training allowance results in veterans receiving $95, $110, and $130, governed by 
the number of dependents. It must be remembered, however, that the monthly 
allowances are automatically reduced at the end of each 4-month period of 
training. 

Take for example a married veteran, eligible for 20 months of IOF training. 
He enrolls and for the first 4 months will receive $110 per month., thirty dollars 
of which was thought to be sufficient for payment of tuition, instructional supply 
costs, textbooks, salary of instructor, travel of instructor, and other operational 
and administrative costs as well as to pay personal expenses for travel to and from 
school. It has been determined that the $30 specified by the committee, when 
drafting Public Law 550, did not, does not, and will not meet the necessary ex- 
penses for costs involved in education of the veteran. After payment of tuition, 
ete., the veteran will have less than $80 per month to be used in financing of his 
living costs and to assist with the farming operations for the first 4 months. Be- 
ginning with the fifth month of training the education and training allowance 
received will be only $94,‘a reduction of $16 per month. Out of the $94 the veteran 
must pay tuition and other educational costs which will run considerably over 
the $30 which was thought to be sufficient at time of drafting the law. This will 
leave less than $64 per month to continue to finance his farming operations and 
to live on for the second 4 months. Beginning with his ninth month of training 
the education and training allowance will be only $78, an added reduction of $16 
per month. Out of the $78 the veteran must pay tuition and other educational 
costs involving considerably over the $30 which was thought to be sufficient at 
time of drafting the law. This will leave less than $48 per month to continue 
financing his farming operations and to pay living costs for the third 4 months. 

The important factor here is that the veteran has not as yet had opportunity 
to place on the market crop products and/or animals or livestock products; there- 
fore, has not enjoyed any farm income because up to this time the trainee has not 
gone through a crop or animal cycle of production. He has been placed in the 
position of making expenditures to carry on his farming operations and productive 
enterprises with little financial assistance. His costs of participating in the educa- 
tional program have increased month by month while his education and training 
allowance has automatically decreased. 

Following this same veteran through to the end of his entitlement, we find that 
the tast 4 months of training he will receive an education and training allowance of 
only $46 per month. Out of this he must pay his tuition, textbooks, instructional 
supplie., ete., which will exceed the $30 set by the committee drafting Public Law 
550. This will leave the veteran less than $16 per month to use in helping finance 
his farming operations and to pay weekly travel costs to and from school. 
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Such a situation as outlined above can readily be seen as one which is not in 
keeping with sound farming and educational financing. The periodic automatic 
reduction clause of the law tends to prohibit prospective IOF trainees from 
enrolling, nor is the situation conducive to trainees remaining on the program. It 
is understood the law was intended to provide an educational and productive 
opportunity and to render reasonable financial assistance leading to establishment 
in farming after the veteran had learned and applied his training. Further facts 
will be presented later regarding this matter. 

The national survey study conducted revealed certain facts indicating the need 
for consideration and action relative to paragraph (d), section 232 of Publie Law 
550. (Automatic 4-month reduction in education and training allowance.) 

Thirty-four of the 48 States responded to the national survey. This group of 
States comprise those which carried the major load of TOF trainees under Public 
Laws 346 and 377 and continue to be the group of States who have enrolled 
veterans in LOFT under Public Law 550 and who will or should experience heavy 
enrollments of TOF trainees under Public Law 550. In an attempt to determine 
the cause of our problem of low enrollments in farm training under Public Law 550 
and to arrive at a sound solution the comparison between percentage of veterans 
discharged from World War II, eligible for training under Public Laws 346 and 
377 and who enrolled in TOFT, the percentage of discharged Korean veterans 
eligible for training under Public Law 550 was made. The survey revealed that 
7.3 percent of the veterans discharged from World War II enrolled in IOF training. 
By States, percentages ranged from seven-tenths of 1 percent to 24.8 percent. The 
median percentage being 8.3. In comparison only 1.4 percent of Korean veterans 
discharged have enrolled in IOF training as of January 15, 1955. By States, per- 
centages ranged from 0.01 percent to % percent. The median percentage being 
1.2. These percentage figures alone indicate that there is something wrong 
somewhere. This wide difference in percentage of enrollments, 7.3 percent under 
Public Laws 346 and 377 compared to 1.4 percent under Public Law 550, is 
indicative of hesitancy on the part of eligible Public Law 550 veterans to take 
advantage of IOFT courses. 

In analyzing the problem further the survey shows that only 2.6 percent of 
Public Law 550 trainees continued their training until expiration of eligibility 
while 19 percent of Public Law 550 IOF trainees requested that their training be 
interrupted before expiration of eligibility. This high percentage of dropouts, 
19 percent, according to the survey is a result of the provisions of paragraph (d), 
secion 232 (automatic 4-month reduction in education and training allowance). 

Educators are of the opinion that unless a veteran remains on the program for 
the full length of his eligibility the Federal Government does not receive full 
dollar value for moneys expended, from an educational point of view, toward the 
stabilization and establishment of trainees on the farm. This is true in that 
courses of study are set up, based upon needs of the trainee, for 3 or 4 vears. 
Therefore, if a veteran, eligible, for 30 to 36 months of training remains in the 
program for only 12 to 16 months, due to the periodic reduction in his educational 
and training allowance, his training program is not completed and he still has not 
received the full benefit of the course of study prescribed and adopted to meet his 
individual needs leading toward establishment in farming. In light of these cir- 
cumstances educators are concerned. The situation which exists is somewhat 
like a man deciding to build a house. He expends money, time, and effort in lay- 
ing the foundation, completing the framework and then he stops his work at that 
point. The house, so far constructed, has no value as a completed home and, 
therefore, the money expended to this point in the construction phase of his build- 
ing program has not resulted in a finished product. Educationalwise, so it is 
true with veterans who pursue only a part of the IOF training program. The 
trainee, due to paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550, in most cases has 
his training interrupted before completion because the education and training 
allowance is not sufficient for him to pay tuition costs plus other educational costs 
involved plus financing his farming operations before he has had opportunity to 
place on the market farm products resulting from one full crop or animal cycle of 
production. From an educational point of view the last year (third year) is the 
most effective training year because during the early months and years the frame- 
work is being erected on which to add the final and essential educational touches 
resulting in successful operation and establishment in farming. 

The operational costs of Public Law 550 far exceeds the cost experience in the 
operation of Public Laws 346 and 377. These, per trainee costs, include salaries 
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of instructors, travel of instructors, instructional supplies, expenditures, etc. 
This is true because of the limited enrollments of Public Law 550 trainees compared 
to the large enrollments under Public Laws 346 and 377. Educational costs under 
the World War II program were low (per trainee) because of the thousands of 
trainees on the program and numerous centers in which classes were conducted. 
Therefore, when Public Law 550 was considered and drafted, using cost experience 
of Public Laws 346 and 377 as a guide, in arriving at the figure of $30 per month 
($25 for tuition and $5 for instructional supplies, textbooks, ete.) with which 
Public Law 550 trainees would pay tuition, it is clearly seen that such a deter 
mination was not in keeping with the actual situation nor in keeping with the 
facts. Evidently, persons concerned overlooked the fact that in a declining 
program educational costs, per trainee, would increase, and therefore, cost 
experience of Public Laws 346 and 377 should not be used as a ceiling in estab 
lishing a fair and reasonable tuition figure to be provided Public Law 550 trainees, 
from which, trainees would pay all educational costs necessary for their educational 
program. High tuition costs have been responsible for a sizable number of 
veterans, throughout the Nation, to make request for their LOF training to be 
interrupted before completing periods of entitlement 

Monthly tuition rates (per Public Law 550 trainee) range from $29 per month to 
as high as $45 per month. The reasons for the monthly educational costs 
(tuition) being considerably higher than the cost experience in operating LOF 
training under Public Laws 346 and 377 back at the time when Public Law 550 
was drafted and when it was decided that $30 per month was sufficient to meet 
the needs of Public Law 550 training are: Declining Public Laws 346 and 377 
enrollments; consolidation of schools and classes, due to declining enrollments, 
thereby increasing the travel costs of instructors in carrying out the educational 
responsibility of providing not less than 100 hours of individual instruction per 
vear on the farm of each IOF trainee as pescribed by law; increased market cost 
of textbooks needed by the trainee in his educational program; increased costs 
involved in maintaining shop and laboratory equipment used by the trainee, etc. 
These increased costs are a result of increased market price levels experienced 
throughout the Nation in the business world. 

Therefore, it can be readily understood why the Publie Law 550 IOF trainee is 
unable to pay the monthly tuition from. the $30 provided under the law without 
using part of his “pure subsistence” (the difference between his educational and 
training allowance and the $30 earmarked by the law for tuition). It is under- 
stood, the intent of the law is to provide the trainee with sufficient monthly allow- 
ance to pay required tuition costs and to provide him with funds to live on and 
assist in defraying some of the productive costs of farming such as seed, feed, 
fertilizer, payment of interest on short-time productive credit, ete. The opera- 
tional costs of farming over the past 3 to 5 years have increased materially, thereby, 
calling for greater expenditures in starting the business of farming as well as com- 
pleting a year’s work before realizing any monetary benefit from labor performed. 

Furthermore, the Public Law 550 IOF trainee must expend a greater part of 
educational and training allowance each month in traveling from his farm to the 
school at which he receives his organized group instruction (classroom) than did 
the Public Laws 346 and 377 trainee because schools and classes have been con- 
solidated due to declining programs. This represents a considerable expense to the 
trainee. The cost of living for the farm trainee and his family has increased as it 
has for all people in the United States. This, coupled with declining farm prices 
has presented a difficult problem faced by the veterans 

In light of these situations two major factors must be kept in mind: (1) The 
education and training allowance of the IOF trainee is automatically reduced at 
the end of each 4-month period and (2) the IOF trainee, for the first 12 months of 
training, has not realized any financial returns from his farming operations. 
Farmers do not expect to receive financial gain from their efforts before completing 
one annual crop or animal cycle of production although their farming expenses 
continue to exist and must be met during the period of production. 

From the application of paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550 as applies 
to farm training, the number of veterans desiring to avail themselves of this 
educational opportunity has been curtailed materially. In the provisions of the 
automatic 4-month reduction in education and training allowance would not 
have been applied or even if such a reduction formula would have taken effect 
at the end of the trainee’s 16th month, thereby allowing completion of one full 
crop or animal cycle of production, over 45,000 additional veterans, according to 
facts gained from national survey conducted, would and could have enrolled under 
Public Law 550. Furthermore, eligible veterans desiring educational training 
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in the IOF program, with a desire to become established in farming, have enrolled 
in other types of training which do not call for the automatic 4-month reduction 
clause. There have been over 26,000 veterans who selected other types of training 
as their second choice due to reasons given above. Therefore, if paragraph (d), 
section 232 of Public Law 550 would not have been applicable until after the farm 
trainee had completed one crop or animal cycle of production and would have 
been applied after trainees completed 16 months of training there would have 
been over 71,000 additional IOF trainees enrolled. Seventy-one thousand young 
men who, due to provisions of the law, have not been able to select that type of 
training leading toward establishment in farming which was their desire and 
ambition, and toward their ultimate life objective for themselves and families. 

In summarizing the situation, faced by past, current, and potential veterans 
eligible for IOF training under provisions of Public Law 550 as now written, and 
after careful study and consideration of the low IOFT enrollment experience of the 
several States, such study and consideration being based upon facts, figures, and 
statements coming from the grassroots and only after the problem now faced by 
the veteran farm trainee has been adequately analyzed from all aspects, the fol- 
lowing findings are presented: 

(1) Seven and three-tenths percent of veterans discharged from World War 
II enrolled in IOF training under Public Laws 346 and 377 compared to only 1.4 
percent of veterans discharged from the Korean war have enrolled in IOF training 
under provisions of Public Law 550. 

(2) Only 2.6 percent of LOF trainees under Public Law 550 continued in train- 
ing for the full length of their eligibility. 

(3) Nineteen percent of IOF trainees enrolled under Public Law 550, made 
request for their training to. be interrupted prior to expiration of eligibility, 
these dropouts taking place between the 12th and 16th month of training. 

(4) The Federal Government is not receiving full dollar value, educationally- 
wise, for dollars expended, due to trainees being unable to complete the [OFT 
course planned for them. 

(5) Living costs, costs involved in making preparation to farm, and productive 
costs have increased during the past few years. 

(6) Farm credit has become more and more difficult for farm trainees to secure. 

(7) Prices of farm and animal’ products, placed on the markets, have declined. 

(8) Operational costs of the educational program (LOFT) which must be borne 
by the Public Law 550 trainee have increased due to general increased costs 
throughout the Nation. These increased costs resulting from a declining [OFT 
program and increased costs of instructional supplies when purchased on the 
market, plus higher per student travel costs involved in providing on-farm in- 
struction by instructors. 

(9) A relatively large initial capital outlay is required of veterans who enter 
IOF training. To meet these and other productive obligations, veterans are in 
need of full education and training allowances for a period of at least 12 months. 

(10) Majority of farmers plan their farm programs upon the basis of annual 
crop and animal cycles. Therefore, few farm trainees receive any farm income 
during their initial 12-month period of training. 

(11) Over 45,000 additional Korean veterans would have enrolled in IOF 
training if full educational and training allowances would have been paid for at 
least the first 12 months of training. 

(12) Over 26,000 veterans selected other types of training as their second 
choice because of the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550 
(automatic 4-month reduction). Therefore, a total of over 71,000 additional 
veterans would now be enrolled in the type of training (LOFT), of their desire 
and ambition had it not been for the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232 of 
Public Law 550. 

(13) Of the number of trainees who dropped from program due to paragraph 
(d), section 232 at least three-fourths would have remained until the expiration 
of their entitlement if the automatic 4-month reduction of education and training 
allowances would not have gone into effect until after one crop or animal cycle of 
production was experienced. 

(14) In establishing the $30 figure in Public Law 550 ($25 for tuition and $5 
for instructional supplies, textbooks, etc.) which is a part of the monthly education 
and training allowance, thought and consideration must not have been given to 
increased operational costs resulting from a declining program throughout the 
Nation as well as other increased costs which were not experienced by Public 
Law 346 and 377 trainees, but which have been experienced by the Public Law 
550 IOF trainee in his first year of farm operation in becoming established in 
farming. 
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(15) Monthly tuition rates per Public Law 550 IOF trainee range from $29 
to $45. 

(16) Tangible educational benefits derived by the IOF trainee, increases in 
value as his training program progresses. Therefore, for the veteran as well as 
the Federal Government to receive full dollar value for dollars expended, it is 
educationally sound and necessary for the veteran to remain in training for the 
full length of course. 

(17) Therefore, it is the consensus of opinion of veterans who have at one time 
been enrolled in IOF training under Public Law 550, of those presently enrolled 
and of those desiring to be enrolled, as well as the opinion of educators throughout 
the Nation interested in and working with institutional on-farm training, that the 
automatic 4-month reduction of the education and training allowance provision 
set forth in paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550 has been and continues 
to be responsible for low enrollments of eligible veterans in IOF training and has 
and continues to be responsible for the large percent of trainees dropping out of 
this educational program before the expiration of courses. 

The membership of the National Association of State Approval Agencies con- 
sisting of administrators and educators throughout the United States, who, 
throughout the years have been responsible for the education of veterans is not 
recommending or requesting an increase in the monthly education and training 
for IOF trainees. The National Association of State Approval Agencies, after 
careful consideration, thought, and deliberation, believes that the periodic 4- 
month reduction formula as applies to the LOF training program is unrealistic 
and not in keeping with general farming practices followed throughout the 
United States. 

The membership of the National Association of State Approved Agencies 
continues to be interested in and devoted to the expenditure of time, energy, 
knowledge, and exercise of wisdom in the various veterans’ programs so as to 
insure sound, businesslike, educational programs. Training which will result in 
placing qualified veterans in their selected field of endeavor that they may take 
their place as productive citizens in helping to keep America strong and free. 

The National Association of State Approved Agencies recognizes a need for a 
change to paragraph (d), section 232, of Public Law 550 as it pertains to the 
IOF trainee. We know that a modern farmer must be a combination of mechanic, 
financier, executive, and laborer. He must understand fundamental economic 
principles and the wonders of soil chemistry. Hybrid vigor, antibiotics, hormones, 
fungicides, nematodes, and cost accounting are parts of his daily vocabulary. 
Today’s farmer has a sizable capital investment; thus he must understand the 
proper role of credit in the farm business. He needs an understanding of farm 
management and the various factors affecting costs and income. The well-trained 
mind has replaced the strong back as the first and most important essential in 
farming. The opportunities for the future in agriculture are unlimited if we 
banish the idea that anyone can farm, and recognize the need for increased 
emphasis on education and training. 

Therefore, we are concerned about the situation being faced by the Public 
Law 550 veterans in regards to education under the law. We understand, as 
do thousands of other persons, that the educational processes take time and in 
the education of a young man intending to practice the business of farming for 
a livelihood the educational process will require at least 3 years and at that 
point his agricultural education has but begun. Well trained young men on the 
farm is one crop of which we need not fear a surplus. 

The National Association of State Approval Agencies requests and urges your 
consideration and action, and that of the National Congress, in amending or 
changing the provisions of paragraph (d) section 232 of Public Law 550 in regard 
to the automatic 4-month reduction of education and training allowance of [OF 
training so as to permit an eligible veteran, who selects [OF training as his educa- 
tional objective, to receive full education and training allowance for at least 
1 full 12-month period which will be in keeping with normal and accepted prac- 
tices. By so doing the trainee will be allowed to complete one full crop or animal 
cycle of production before any reductions are applied to his education and 
training allowance. 


Senator LEHMAN. I understand that Mr. Omar Ketchum of the 


Veterans of Foreign Wars will submit a letter for inclusion in the 
record. 


(The letter is as follows:) 
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VETERANS OF ForREIGN Wars 
OF THE UNITED StaTEs, 
Kansas City, Mo., July 145, 1955, 
Re 8. 2081. 
Hon. Lister Hit, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Hii: The 55th National Encampment of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars adopted a resolution urging repeal of the provisions of the Veterans 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, which provides for an automatic reduction 
in the training allowance for veterans engaged in institutional on-farm training. 
In recent hearings before the House Committee on Veterans Affairs we urged 
approval of legislation to this effect. However, the House committee reported a 
bill identified as H. R. 4006, which does not repeal the provisions providing for 
automatic reduction in the training allowance but merely postpones the reduction 
until 1 year of training has been completed. In view of this action by the House 
committee we urge your committee to favorably report 8. 2081, which conforms 
to the provisions of the House bill. 

Rising farm costs together with declining farm income have made it impossible 
for many veterans to continue the program. While 8. 2081 does not go far 
enough to permit full participation in the farm training program, it does constitute 
a distinct improvement over existing law. Mary veterans after 12 months’ 
participation in the farm training program will have sufficient income from the 
marketing of crops or the sale of livestock to permit them to continue in the 
program even though the reduction in training allowance will commence at the 
end of the first year. For these reasons the Veterans of Foreign Wars urges 
favorable action of S. 2081, even though it does not comply in full with our 
recommendation. 

Respectfully yours, 
Omar B. Ketrcuum, Director. 


Senator Lenman. The statement of Mr. John R. Holden, national 
legislative director of AMVETS, will also appear in the record. 
(The statement follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R, HoLpEN, Nationa. LEGISLATIVE DirEctToR, AMVETS, 
on 8. 2081 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate this opportunity 
to present the views of AMVETS on the measures pending before you. 

AMVETS position with respect to these proposals is based upon a resolution 
adopted by the national executive committee at its meeting in December 1954. 
This resolution urges the Congress to explore the advisability of amending section 
232 of Public Law 550, 82d Congress, so that the 4 months’ reduction formula 
applied under present law for institutional on-farm trainees may be held in 
abeyance until the completion of the lst year of training. With your permission, 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit the complete text of that resolution for 
incorporation in the record of this hearing. 

The bill, 8S. 2081, would accomplish the intent of AMVETS resolution by per- 
mitting veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training to receive the maximum 
training allowance for 1 full year before the reduction formula is applied. A 
companion measure, H. R. 4006, was introduced in the House of Representatives. 
After extensive public hearings, this measure was reported favorably by the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. It is presently pending in the Rules Committee. 

The reduction formula is, in our opinion, sound and provides a much needed 
incentive to increase the productivity of the farming operation as the veteran 
trainee advances in knowledge and experience. Its immediate application, 
however, 4 months after the initiation of a farm-training program, is in our 
judgment unwise. Because of the length of the crop and livestock cycle, the 
average farm cannot be operated to produce an income during its first year. The 
provision of the measure I have cited would offset this initial handicap by stabiliz- 
ing the training allowance for 1 year. 

Of equal importance is the fact that the training allowance spelled out in Public 
Law 550 was based on tuition costs of $25 plus $5 for books, tools, and supplies. 
This figure was established at a time when the program was operating at maximum 
capacity. Consequently, the administrative cost per trainee was low. Today, 
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however, tuition costs have risen to $35 and even $40 in some localities hi 
increased tuition cost has the effect of reducing the trainee’s allowance still furthe 

Reports we have received indicate that the number of veterans who have 
initiated institutional on-farm training programs and then discontinued them 
great. It could well be that the major reason for the high rate of dropouts is 
the difficulty in overcoming the first year’s financial burden. The amendment 
embodied in 8. 2081 is, in our judgment, justified and merits the support of this 
committee. We respectfully urge that it be reported favorably 


Senator Lenman. Is there anything further, gentlemen? 
Senator Hitu. I move we go into executive session. 


(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the committee proceeded in executive 
session. ) 


x 











